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Claims 1-2 have been cancelled. The active claims are 3-38. 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 3-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Adams (USP 6,898,636). 

Adams teaches: a method comprising: 

defining a global address space identifying a plurality of internet protocol (IP) 
addresses (inherent in network communication) that are reserved for use in one or more 
virtual network (see "a plurality of virtual networks" in line 10 of column 7 in Adams) 
environments, wherein each virtual network environment includes one or more of the 
plurality of IP addresses; 

assigning a first IP address of the plurality of IP addresses to a first application 
(inherent, entities communicating with each other within a network including virtual 
network, assigning IP address to each of the entities is also inherent in a network); 

assigning a second IP address of the plurality of IP addresses to a second 
application; and 

if the first application is to be isolated from the second application, including the 
first IP address in a first virtual network environment and including the second IP 
address in a second virtual network environment different from the first virtual network 
environment, wherein the first virtual network environment is transparent to the first 
application, and wherein the second virtual network environment is transparent to the 
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second application (in lines 16-29 of column 20 Adams teaches that the virtual network 
is transparent to the users, in other words it is as if the users are using a real network). 
The only difference is that Adams did not explicitly teach that if the two applications 
(network users) are required to be separated from each other, then them in separate 
virtual networks. It is well known in communication art that if two IP addresses are to be 
isolated, they should be assigned to different network environments so that the two 
applications associated with the IP addresses are separated. It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to assign each of the two addresses to 
different virtual networks. For example, in order to separate two identical postal 
addresses 401 Dulany Street for example, it would have been obvious to the Post 
Master to assign one 401 Dulany Street (IP address) in Alexandria County (virtual 
network) and the other 401 Dulany Street in Arlington County. The result is the two 
residences although having the same address are separated. No inventive concept is 
seen in the claims. 

With respect to claim 4, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to put the two IP addresses in the same environment so that the two 
applications associated with the IP addresses are able to communicate with each other. 

With respect to claims 5, 6 and 8, It is well known that whether an IP address is 
virtual or physical is dependent on the environment the IP address is in. 

Claim 7 merely set forth the definition of global address space. 

With respect to claims 9 and 10, since the IP addresses are associated with 
subnet and netmask as recited in claim 7 and with first and second applications as 
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recited in claim 3, the subnet and the netmask are therefore naturally associated with 
the first and the second applications as recited in the claims. 

Claim 1 1 merely defined what the netmask and the subnet are with respect to an 
application. 

With respect to claims 12-14, it is obvious that whether or not the applications are 
able to communicate with each other is dependent on the capability of their associated 
IP addresses. 

It is noted that no further method steps are recited in the dependent claims. The 
dependent claims merely recite either assignment of IP addresses, definition or 
communication between applications with their IP addresses. 

As to other dependent claims, they do not define above the invention claimed in 
Claims 4-14 and therefore are rejected for the same reasons. 

The Bhat, Mjyake, Tezuka, Salkewicz and the Hart references are cited for the 
teaching of plurality of virtual networks. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 3, 15 and 27 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to DAVID Y. ENG 
at telephone number 571-272-3984. / 
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